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Thus, in Collard v. Marshall (d\ an inter-
locutory injunction was granted to restrain the
defendant, who was the secretary of a trade
union, from publishing a placard stating that
there was a strike now on at the plaintiff's works,
that the sweating system was practised, and the
polishing badly done there; these statements
being held to be untrue, and the defendant not
suggesting that he could produce further evidence
in support of them (e). No such injunction will
be granted when the defendant swears that he
will be able to justify the libel, and the Court
is not satisfied that he may not be able to do
so (/), or where the words complained of are
primA facie privileged (^), or may be fair and "bond
fide comment on a matter of public interest (A).

The Court has also-a general jurisdiction to
restrain by injunction the publication of .any
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